among Iraqi artists in exile, this study presents a situation that did not allow for protecting the anonymity and confidentiality of informants. This paper reflects on some of the challenges associated with name disclosure in anthropological research, and questions implications for both the participants and the researcher. This paper finally explores avenues to tackle barriers to unveil the collective in non-anonymous ethnographies across and beyond artists' tales of creative individualities.
Introduction
In 2007, I arrived in Damascus to undertake my first ethnographic fieldwork for my MSc thesis that would later lead to a multi-sited PhD project in anthropology. My research initially encompassed the transnational dynamics of exiled Iraqis circulating outside refugee camps. After a few weeks spent with Damascus-based Iraqi artists met though my initials contacts, my focus slowly drifted from studying "transnational migration" to "artistic practices in exile". As I will demonstrate in this paper, this shift had consequences on the anonymity and confidentiality of information generated on the field.
I had anticipated some of the difficulties related to researching migration in an authoritative political context. I was however not prepared to collaborate with artists with a portfolio and a name attached to it, a name that could not be anonymised for the sake of my own work. Disclosing these names throughout the research process had important implications. A methodological literature on the need to protect informants' identity and its complex practicalities is available for researchers (Tolich 2004) , as well as platforms to debate the "one size fits all" internal review boards formats (Lederman, 2006) . Scholars have also explored the use or misuse of informed consent in various academic settings (Fassin, 2008; Lambek et al., 2015) ; and in various places of fieldwork including tense political contexts (Tittensor, 2016) . Literature touching upon the failures of maintaining confidentiality within the communities among whom anthropologists conduct research shows that the use of pseudonyms is not always effective (Sheper Hugues, 1979; Whyte, 1981) . Confidentiality breaches enabling a neighbour, a colleague, or a friend to identify protagonists of an ethnography have long-term implications for individuals (ScheperHughes, 1979) . Mutual expectations woven into ethnographic encounters raise the question of how trust, betrayal (Monsutti, 2007) and friendship (Driessen, 1998) (Author, 2014) , this paper describes a specific situation that did not allow for protecting the anonymity and the confidentiality of my informants.
For the scope of this paper, I focus on experiences of (re)negotiating access to reflect on some of the challenges associated with name disclosure in anthropological research, and to question implications for both the participants and the researcher. I finally explore avenues to tackle barriers to dissemination through unveiling the collective across and beyond artists' tales of creative individualities, and through the development of collaborative approaches to storytelling. the Rawda. The beginnings of my fieldwork followed the exact same routine. It usually started with a meeting with an Iraqi artist or intellectual in the Rawda café, followed by another meeting with some of his friends, frequently in a little café composed of a few tables on the narrow pavement in the old neighbourhood of Sarouja in Damascus.
Ethnographic Encounters in Times of
Occasionally, we would go to an exhibition or a play together. Some nights, the meeting would continue into the night with a glass Araq in a restaurant in Bab Touma in the heart of the old city. This waltz across the city lasted for a few weeks, until my presence among them became less intrusive. A few weeks during which I did not take any notes except in my own bedroom at the end of a busy day. A few weeks during which I did not conduct interviews. The relationship was conversational, but not informal. did not contradict him and his insightful comment justified my presence on the field. Abu
Halub's foresight became reality though: I was indeed embarking on a journey "with Iraqi artists and intellectuals in exile". This shift from researching migration through the category of "refugees" to researching exile through artists and intellectuals profoundly reshaped my own ethnographic practice.
While "hanging out" with artists was acceptable in Damascus, it was a matter of safety for the participants and myself not to be seen in a situation where I would be taking notes while an artist was talking. Negotiating access in this setting mainly consisted in not rushing into organising one to one interviews, until time passed and the relationship I developed with artists led to invitations into the artists' private environment. In Damascus, being able to open the doors to their studio was key. Participants orally consented to be interviewed and recorded in this setting. Information sheets and consent
were not routinely used in my university at that time, following a Francophone tradition of addressing ethics issue by training students to protect their informants through a certain research ethos rather than through the formalisation and normalisation of ethical procedures (Fassin 2008) . When negotiating the interview, I was willing to protect the anonymity and confidentiality of my informants and was surprised to discover that this was not an option for them. I was interviewing them as "migrants" or "refugees", they were answering as "writers", "painters", "sculptors" etc… This discrepancy was Over my fieldwork, the more I tried to capture ways in which my interlocutors were belonging to the world, the less the idea of confidentiality was relevant. Ways of seeing the world was part of a complex creative process for these artists in motion, and conducting ethnography in artists' studios opened the door for integrating their artistic production in the research. In this context, renouncing to maintain confidentiality can also allow to embrace a co-production of narratives of exile composed of conversational, textual and visual layers, and in the context of the social lives in which they are embedded, while posing specific challenges for dissemination.
Whose anonymity are we protecting?

It is 2016. Time has passed and I am now based in an academic institution in the UK
where I undertake ethnographic work in Senegal. One of the first steps of designing the research consisted in drafting information sheets and consent forms for interviewees to sign. Ensuring confidentiality is one of the cornerstones of ethical approval mechanisms.
Back from a first period of preliminary fieldwork in Senegal, I started analysing my data and writing abstracts for conferences. Looking at interviews transcripts and fieldnotes without having to tie them to a name strangely comforted me, and provided me with a feeling of freedom. I looked back at the treatment I had made of the life stories interviews again, I felt a discomfort converting all the stories from the field into a manuscript. Once very comfortable writing, something was holding me back. Telling stories, portraying men and women, using their name, using this information to enrich anthropological theories: it all seemed overwhelming. The dissemination process was caught in a double disclosure: by disclosing the names of the participants, I was at the same time openly exhibiting my own use of the material I collected on the field. Ultimately, disclosing informants' names can make the researcher feel vulnerable as it also means disclosing his own identity: when ensuring confidentiality, are we only protecting our sources, partners, collaborators and friends? Are we also protecting ourselves? Are we protecting the relationships we built day after day, year after year, on the field? The artist's studio is the physical site of creation par excellence. The studio is often imagined as a sort of refuge where creative minds and bodies find the peacefulness required to produce art. However, artists' studios are also spaces of social encounters, where people, practices and values interact. In fact, it is common practice to share studios with fellow artists, or to host friends, or journalists in these places. Studios can become incredibly busy places. In Damascus, I often visited artists Riyad Neemeh and Jaber Alwan in their respective studios. The first one was situated in the Sarouja area, in a sober and warm apartment. It was a pivotal meeting place for Riyad and his friends and colleagues, an occasion to discuss freely after a sweet tea in the street café nearby, and see his work progressing on a daily basis. At that time, he was working on a series of children close-up portraits painted after a series of photographs taken in Iraq. Jaber's studio was situated in his flat at the heart of a Damascene residential area. One could hear the sound of an Italian opera when approaching the flat. Jaber used to open the door with a pencil in the hand and wearing his apron. Jaber's place was also central to social life of the artists I was getting to know for my research. After the studio, the kitchen and the living room were pivotal social spaces. Paintings were present in the flat like an extension of the studio. Encounters at Jaber's were less spontaneous. Jaber used to live in Italy and he liked to treat his Iraqi friends with pasta. He also introduced them to Italian movies.
Situating storytelling in collective practices
Evenings at Jaber's were somehow more formal and reflect his position in the group.
Jaber left Iraq in the 1970s, obtained the Italian citizenship, bought a place in Damascus.
He is more established despite sharing in a sense of in-betweenness with Iraqi artists belonging to younger generations. As an ethnographer evolving around these lives in motion, my role was not to voice participants' concern or mediate their narratives. In contrast, I attempted to capture this sense of in-betweenness and its embodiments in relationships, discourses, practices and artefacts. As emphasised by Schneider and Wright Collaborating with artists from fieldwork practices (Calzadilla and Marcus, 2006) to creative inputs do not allow for reconciliation between competing stories, but for a thorough and creative documentation of the negotiation processes at stake. Lessons from collaborating with artists cannot be generalised to all ethnographic studies, and in most cases, maintaining confidentiality is the preferred option to account for the politics and intimacies of social worlds. However, this example shows that some situations restrict the ethnographer in his ability to produce confidential ethnographies, leading him to develop alternative processes in the research. As Rappaport (2008: 8) highlights:
"converting collaboration into a charged and fruitful methodology (...) can occur only when we shift control of the research process out of the ethnographer's hands". Disclosing names in anthropological research questions the "do not harm" attitude anthropologists are encouraged to adopt by some ethical review boards, and offers an avenue to move from protection to collaboration. The ethnographic encounter between the anthropologist and the artist reveals a dynamic understanding of exile where the daily routine of being displaced in a city meets iconographic and verbal representations of the homeland. First hand descriptions of places -artists' studios, cafes, galleries etc -and accounts of migratory aesthetics (Durrant and Lord 2007) with all the emotion attached are intertwined and can contribute to the creation of an ephemeral relational space where exile can be captured, and disappear again.
Conclusion
Through specific encounters with Iraqi artists in exile, this paper opened the black box of ethnographic situations that constraint the ability of certain anthropologists to maintain anonymity and confidentiality in their field accounts. Renouncing to anonymity in ethnographic research can trigger specific implications for both the anthropologist and the participants. If the ethnographer is not methodologically equipped to deal with them, name disclosure can make participants and the researcher vulnerable. The will to protect the informant while identifying him by his name can lead to a weaker argument and constrain the scope of a study. In this context, anthropologists need to develop alternative forms of storytelling to pave the way for fruitful methodologies converting vulnerabilities into creative co-production of knowledge, and leading to renewed theories. This implies the creation of spaces where anthropologists can discuss ethnographic practices across and beyond the strict rule of confidentiality assurance.
